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 528 College English

 those exercising this power were installed

 royalty dictating, from their court, what

 is acceptable for the peasants and lesser
 nobility to do in their realm.

 I would think that a more democra-

 tic system could be encouraged, whereby
 all kinds of work could be done in the

 archives, and that far from rescuing our

 now-public records from what might be
 made of them, we should be happy that
 we have records for students and others

 to make use of; history, as it is written,

 will always be the place where method
 and truth are contested. Let's not spend

 our time worrying about the disciplinary

 credentials of methods as they are
 brought into our archives. It will not be

 policing, but history itself, if such a con-

 cept can be appealed to, that will judge
 the efficacy of method and truth. Since

 the history making of our discipline is in

 its infancy, we should not waste time
 lamenting the absence of rigorous
 knowledge of often archaic methods,
 and we should instead rejoice in the mul-

 tiple ways of making new knowledge.

 Jeffrey L. Hoogeveen

 Lincoln University

 LINDA FERREIRA-BUCKLEY

 RESPONDS

 I thank Jeffrey Hoogeveen for his
 thoughtful response and agree with many
 of his points. He rightly characterizes the
 use I make of Foucault in my argument as
 the function Foucault has served for his-

 torians of rhetoric and composition. To

 quote Hoogeveen without pretending to
 his extensive knowledge of Foucault,
 Foucault's work offers us "the analysis of

 power through the construction of
 knowledge as it was concretized in dis-
 course, mainly through textualization."

 Foucault's contribution to historical

 studies is crucial but incomplete. My dis-
 satisfaction is that we have stopped talk-

 ing about the more routine aspects of
 archival research and archives. In "rescu-

 ing" archives from Foucault, I want to
 make our historical investigations more
 complete; I am not banishing Fou-
 cauldian theory, but I am insisting that it

 alone is insufficient to our field's attempts

 to construct progressive histories. How-
 ever beneficial our use of Foucault has

 been, it has not proven to advance our
 knowledge about past rhetorical instruc-
 tion and practices of people of color, of

 women, or of the working classes. Histo-
 rians such as Jacqueline Jones Royster,
 Elizabeth McHenry, John Gage, Jacque-
 line Bacon, and Nan Johnson, to name a

 few of many possible examples, employ
 the tools and archival methodologies I
 am arguing for to locate and access and
 analyze new materials, though of course

 they also use other theoretical lenses.

 Hoogeveen contends that many of
 Foucault's works are built from careful

 archival work; unfortunately, that is not

 his legacy to us. His legacy is, to invoke
 Hoogeveen's citation of Foucault, "the
 historical and theoretical analysis of
 power relations, institutions, and knowl-
 edge, to the movements, critiques, and
 experiences that call them into ques-
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 tion." Yes, Foucault merits a significant

 place in rhetoric and composition. What
 I object to is settling on Foucault's or any
 other thinker's definition of archive or

 method; what I want is historians to
 make use of the full range of tools avail-
 able to historians.

 This takes us back to a point I made

 in my original essay: I am not arguing
 against theory, Foucauldian or other;
 rather, I am arguing that our fascination

 with theory has led to a neglect of archival

 training and perhaps a neglect of building

 up and using archives. Hence my original
 complaint: In our history seminars, we are

 reading Foucault on archives but may
 never have students work in archives

 (recall that my argument concerned the
 training of graduate students), much less

 familiarize historians-in-training with the

 mundane but essential practices required

 in doing historical research. It does not fol-

 low that I am suggesting the substitution of

 "methodology" for "theory"; as I say in the

 essay, such a move is neither possible nor

 desirable. What I am calling for is a part-

 nership. Many scholars I talk to lament

 their lack of standard historical training.

 Some graduate programs offer such train-

 ing; many do not. Wouldn't theorizing
 about history be more valid if students
 were familiar with how historical ac-

 counts are constructed? I am simply call-
 ing for a balance in which "traditional"

 methodologies and practices are taught
 alongside theory.

 I disagree with a few of Hoogeveen's

 statements. For example, quoting my
 statement that " 'Katherine Arens argues
 persuasively that requisite research skills

 vary according to the humanities disci-

 plines under study,"' Hoogeveen con-
 cludes that I underscore "the need for us

 to use primarily our own disciplinary-dis-

 crete methods." My statement about
 Arens can be understood only in the con-

 text of the sentences that precede it: "Lit-
 erature students are often schooled in

 such methods. ... Of course, some grad-
 uate students in rhetoric also take those

 literary research methods courses...
 [b]ut that training leaves out much that is

 necessary to the rhetorical projects our
 discipline most needs to undertake....

 [t is this neglect of methodological
 training that more than anything else
 prevents us from writing 'better' histories
 of rhetoric. What we need is the kind of

 archival training graduate students in
 departments of history undergo, training

 tailored to recovering the history of
 rhetorical practice and instruction"
 (577). In other words, we need to be
 trained as historians generally, and we also

 need to develop methodologies geared to
 the questions and issues central to rheto-

 ric and composition studies. I am per-
 plexed by Hoogeveen's conclusion that I
 do "not want people in rhetoric (and I
 suppose those of us who conceive of our-

 selves as compositionists) to do things the

 way they do them in other disciplines."

 These practices are not mutually exclu-
 sive. Not only do I not hold out for such
 a possibility, I think it impossible. Disci-
 plines are institutional formations that
 rise, change, and fall; they are not onto-
 logically static.

 I agree with Hoogeveen that we
 need "a range of methods," and have no
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 doubt our field will continue to be en-

 riched by them. For example, in the Col-

 lege English issue in which my essay
 appeared, Vicki Tolar Collins details a
 feminist methodology "based on the con-

 cept of material rhetoric that can help
 scholars avoid problems of appropriation,
 anachronism, and decontextualization as
 we reclaim women's historical texts, and

 support the epistemological worth of
 women's ordinary experience" (546).
 Methodologies tailored to social and cul-
 tural context are essential to historical

 understanding. But they do not preclude
 archival materials recovered with stan-

 dard research tools; they depend on it.

 Finally, I object to the dismissal of

 past historians-including those of the
 nineteenth century-as naive and un-
 worthy of serious attention. I tried to
 (playfully) make the point that some of
 the stances and attitudes of these earlier

 historians are present in our own histor-

 ical constructions, often by authors who

 proclaim their work to be driven by con-

 temporary theory.

 I hope I have clarified what I take to

 be a misreading of my position. But lest I

 sound too malleable, I'll close by saying
 that despite my revisionist bent, I do
 believe in the possibility of accurate
 historical work, a possibility not every
 scholar can grant. This is not a positivistic

 faith in timeless grand narratives. Schol-
 ars must continue to offer arguments and

 counterarguments, evidence and counter-
 evidence; they must point out what evi-
 dence is absent. Such practices help to
 correct inaccurate or incomplete ac-
 counts. Because such challenges are not

 inevitable, we must remain vigilant.
 Historical accounts are never complete,
 never final. Unearthing primary materials

 is the best way to construct more progres-

 sive histories. I am reminded of a warning
 Jorie Woods, whose own work has ad-

 vanced our understanding of medieval
 rhetoric and queer studies, offered at a

 conference years ago: Don't throw out
 the methodological baby with the ideo-
 logical bathwater.

 Let me close by urging Hoogeveen
 to write an essay on Foucault the histo-

 rian, the side of Foucault he says our field

 little attends to. His essay will be required

 reading in my graduate seminars.

 University of Texas
 at Austin

 A COMMENT ON

 "THE SPEAKER RESPOKEN"

 In "The Speaker Respoken: Material
 Rhetoric as Feminist Methodology"
 (May 1999), Vicki Tolar Collins appears
 to be following an increasing trend
 within rhetorical studies that theorizes

 the reciprocal relationship between ma-

 teriality and rhetoricity. Given the im-
 portance of this relationship between
 language and materiality, we were eager
 to read Collins's essay. We are now skep-
 tical, however, of Collins's use of the
 term material rhetoric to describe her

 rhetorical analysis of the accretions to
 Hester Ann Rogers's personal spiritual
 narrative, The Account of Hester Ann
 Rogers. Collins purposefully limits her
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